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Thedefendant, James Geno Templeman, appeal sthe sentence of the Circuit Court for Sevier County
inwhich hisdriver’ slicense was suspended for aperiod of two yearsasaresult of hisconvictionfor
violating theimplied consent law. It isundisputed that the defendant had a prior driving under the
influence (D.U.l.) conviction which was used by the trial court in sentencing the defendant. On
appeal, thedefendant urgesthiscourt toimposetheten-year limitation contained intheD.U.|. statute
to the implied consent statute to bar the use of any prior D.U.I. conviction more than ten years old.
The State argues that the plain language of the statute contains no such limitation on the use of prior
D.U.l. offenses, and we agree. We affirm the judgments of the trial court.
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OPINION

Facts and Procedural History

Thisappea concernsonly whether thetrial court properly suspended thedefendant’ sdriver’s
license for a period of two years. Concluding that the implied consent statute, T.C.A. 8 55-10-
406(a)(4)(ii) (2005), contains no time limitations that bar the use of a prior D.U.I. conviction, the
judgments of the trial court are affirmed.



The defendant, James Geno Templeman, was pulled over under suspicion of driving under
the influence in February 2004. Herefused the offered test to determine his blood-al cohol content.
Later, hewasindicted for D.U.I., violation of the implied consent law, and driving on a suspended
license. Subsequently, the defendant pled guilty to violation of theimplied consent law and driving
on asuspended license. TheD.U.I. chargewasdismissed. The defendant was placed on probation
for six months. Thetrial court found that the defendant had a previous conviction for D.U.I. at the
timeof those offensesand ordered hisdriver’ slicense be suspended for two years. It wasundisputed
that the defendant was convicted of D.U.I. in Knox County on July 25, 1990.

Analysis

The defendant argues that the D.U.I. statute, T.C.A. 8 55-10-403(a)(3), makesit plain that
aconviction morethan ten years prior cannot be used to enhance asubsequent D.U.l. Thedefendant
urgesthiscourt to apply theten-year limitation to theviolation of theimplied consent law. The State
counters by arguing that the plain, unambiguous language of the implied consent statute, T.C.A.8
55-10-406(a)(4)(A)(ii), contains no time limitation for prior D.U.I. convictions. We agree with the
State. Therefore, the trial court was correct in revoking the defendant’s driver’s licence for two
years. Accordingly, the judgments of the trial court are affirmed.

Conclusion

Based on the foregoing and the record asawhol e, we affirm the judgments of thetrial court.
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